Remarks 



This is in response to the Office Action dated June 12, 2007. 

A new oath is attached to this amendment per required by the examiner. 

Claims 1-3, 5-13 and 15-17 (also possibly 18) stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102 
(b) as being anticipated by Russo (US57753245); and claims 4, 14 and 18 stand rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Russo. 

Per the above amendment, appropriate ones of the claims have been amended to 
help clarify their scope. 

In particular Claim 1 has been amended to make it clear that the external member 
is displaceable with respect to the deformable member from a first position in which it can 
be released and in which the opening remains closed to a second position in which it can 
be released and the opening remains open. 

In the arrangement described, a collar is slid along the deformable member between 
these two positions so that, depending on the position of the collar, the valve remains open 
or closed. 

Russo (US5775325) describes a valve arrangement with a resilient sleeve and slit 
having a natural closed state. When the valve is squeezed manually, externally between 
the fingers across the width of the slit, the valve is opened. When the valve is released, it 
closes again. There is no teaching in Russo of any way of holding the valve open. More 
particularly, there is no suggestion that any form of external member be provided that is 
displaceable with respect to the valve and which can be released and leave the valve in 
an open state, in the manner now required by the amended Claim 1 . 
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The above comments apply to all the dependent Claims 2 to 1 1 , and also amended 
Claim 15 and its dependent Claims 16 and 17. 

Claim 1 2 does not require the displaceable external member but instead is directed 
at a valve with an internal slit seal of a deformable member and a rigid reinforcement 
member extending parallel to the slit. 

The Examiner has also cited Russo against Claim 12. The Examiner states that the 
"rigid reinforcement member" of Claim 1 2 is equivalent to components 58 and 59 of Russo 
shown in Figures 8 to 11. It is respectfully submitted that the Examiner must have 
misunderstood the Russo's drawings because items 58 and 59 are in fact gaps between 
the catheter and the valve — see column 6, lines 8 and 9. Clearly they cannot be rigid 
reinforcement members of the kind required by Claim 12. 

Claim 13 has been amended along the lines of Claim 1. It should be noted, 
however, that this claim requires a collar slidable along the tubular member, which is not 
present in Russo. The Examiner has stated that item 60 of Russo is equivalent to the 
claimed slidable collar. But item 60 of Russo is, in fact, the outer wall of the seal (see 
column 6, line 17) so it is clearly not a slidable collar of the kind required by this claim. 

Claim 14 is dependent on Claim 13 so the same comments apply. 

Claim 1 8 is directed at a closed system suction catheter with a slidable collar so the 
same comments apply to this claim as to Claim 13. Nonetheless, some clarifying 
amendments have been made to Claim 18. 

In light of the foregoing, applicant respectfully submits that the instant invention as 
claimed is patentably distinguishable over the prior art. The Examiner is therefore 
respectfully requested to reconsider the application and pass the same to issue at an early 
date. 
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Respectfully submitted 



Date: 




1 1 , 



Louis Woo, Reg. No. 31,730 
Law Offices of Louis Woo 
717 North Fayette Street 
Alexandria, Virginia 22314 
Phone: (703) 299-4090 
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